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Abstract 
Objectives: Childhood cancer is a life-threatening disease that poses significant challenges to the life 
of the diagnosed child and his/her family members. Based on the ABCX-model, the aim of the current 
study was to explore the association between family functioning, cancer appraisal and the individual 
adjustment of patients, parents and siblings. 
Method: Participants were 60 children with leukemia or non-Hodgkin lymphoma, 172 parents and 78 
siblings (115 families). Time since diagnosis varied from zero to 33 months. Patients, parents and 
siblings completed the Family Environment Scale, Perceived Stress Scale, Situation-Specific 
Emotional Reactions Questionnaire and Pediatric Quality of Life Inventory/Maudsley Marital 
Questionnaire. 
Results: Family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis proved to be related to patients’, 
parents’ and siblings’ cancer-related emotions and quality of life post-diagnosis. In addition, family 
members differed in their perception of some family functioning domains, the appraisal of the cancer 
diagnosis, positive feelings and quality of life.  
Discussion: Our findings led to the conclusion that family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer 
diagnosis are important for the individual adjustment of patients, parents and siblings when facing a 
diagnosis of cancer in the child. Differences across members within one family and differences 
between families speak to the need of screening all family members and intervening at the level of 
individual as well as the family unit.    
Keywords: Families, Pediatric Cancer, Family Functioning, Cancer Appraisal, Individual Adjustment  
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1. Introduction 
  Every year, approximately 300,000 children are diagnosed with cancer worldwide (Steliarova-
Foucher et al., 2017). Although there has been a huge improvement in survival rates in the last decades 
– with currently a 5-year survival rate of 83.9% (National Cancer Institute, 2014) – the psychosocial 
impact of childhood cancer cannot be underestimated. Children diagnosed with cancer are often 
confronted with social and/or emotional problems during or after treatment (Brinkman et al., 2016; 
Kazak et al., 2001; Michel et al., 2010). Previous studies also revealed that the turmoil and disruption 
created by childhood cancer reach beyond the diagnosed child and impact the parents and possible 
siblings as well (Kazak et al., 2001; Kestler & LoBiondo-Wood, 2012; Van Schoors et al., 2017). 
More specifically, parents often report feelings of posttraumatic stress, uncertainty, anxiety and 
depression, especially shortly after diagnosis (Patino-Fernandez et al., 2008; Vrijmoet-Wiersma et al., 
2008). In addition, some siblings show increased symptoms of post-traumatic stress, negative 
emotional reactions and poor quality of life when compared to norms or control groups (Alderfer et 
al., 2010; Long et al., 2018).  
It should be noted, however, that the research literature on the individual adjustment of 
children diagnosed with cancer and their family members documents a considerable variability in 
outcomes: while most show resiliency, some report adjustment problems after diagnosis. This idea of 
variability in adjustment to stressors is a key principle of the so-called ABCX-model (Hill, 1958; Fig. 
1), one of the major family-stress models (Weber, 2011). This model assumes that a stressor (‘a’) 
interacts with the family members’ crisis-meeting resources (‘b’) and the appraisal (‘c’) family 
members make of the stressful event, and that this interaction produces the amount of crisis or 
maladjustment (‘x’) in each family member (Weber, 2011). In other words, how an individual (the ill 
child and his/her family members) responds to or deals with childhood cancer is the result of an 
interaction between his/her available resources and his/her perception of the illness: the more 
resources and the more one perceives the illness as  
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Fig. 1. ABCX model (Hill, 1958) 
manageable instead of uncontrollable, the better the individual adjustment. Resources can be 
interpreted as factors that, by their presence, keep the individual from crisis or, by their absence, urges 
a family member into crisis. Resources can be situated at three levels: the individual level (e.g., 
personality; Erickson & Steiner, 2001), the family level (e.g., family functioning; Van Schoors et al., 
2017) and the contextual level (e.g., network support; Corey et al., 2008).  
 Existing research on the individual adjustment of children diagnosed with cancer and their 
family members is limited in three ways. First, most research is a-theoretical (i.e., not based on a 
theoretical framework; Van Schoors et al., 2015), so the selection of the variables within studies (type 
and their role) and the interpretation of the results is rather arbitrary. Second, up till now, most of the 
research that tried to explain why some family members adjust better than others after a diagnosis of 
childhood cancer focused on individual and contextual resources, and less research attention has been 
paid to family resources. However, the way in which the family as a whole deals with and responds to 
childhood cancer (‘family functioning’) is generally assumed to impact the adjustment of all members 
within the family (e.g., Van Schoors et al., 2017). Indeed, when facing childhood cancer, family 
members need to cope with intense emotions, communicate effectively and renegotiate roles and 
responsibilities to accommodate the demands of treatment (Kazak et al., 2004; Marcus, 2012; Van 
Schoors et al., 2015), and poorly functioning families who struggle with these demands may be at 
greater risk for adjustment problems (e.g., Long, Marsland & Alderfer, 2013; Myers et al., 2014; Van 
Schoors et al., 2017). Third, within the childhood cancer literature, most studies only include one 
single respondent (e.g., Van Schoors et al., 2015), rather than considering the perspectives of all 
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family members. As a consequence, the interdependence between family members and the 
bidirectional relationships within families are, to date, mostly neglected. 
 Addressing these three limitations, the aim of the present study was twofold. First, relying on 
the ABCX model as theoretical framework, we aimed to investigate how the interplay of family 
functioning (a key family resource; ‘b’) and the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis 
(perception/definition; ‘c’) predicts cancer-related emotional well-being and perceived quality of life 
(individual adjustment, ‘x’) in patients, parents and siblings when facing childhood cancer. More 
specifically, we expected that better family functioning and perceiving the illness as more manageable 
and less uncontrollable, as well as the interplay between both, will be associated with better individual 
outcomes (i.e., less negative cancer-related emotions, more positive cancer-related emotions and better 
quality of life) in patients, parents and siblings. The secondary aim was more explorative in nature and 
concerns the investigation of similarities and differences in the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis, the 
perception of family functioning, cancer-related emotions and perceived quality of life across 
members within one family.  
2. Method 
2.1 Participants 
The sample consisted of 115 families where one child has been diagnosed with leukemia or 
non-Hodgkin lymphoma. All families were Caucasian and living in the Flemish part of Belgium. 
Across the families, time since diagnosis varied from 0 to 33 months (M = 6,90, SD = 8,05). The ill 
child’s mean age was 6,60 (SD = 4,84; Range = 0 – 19). In 24 families (21%), the diagnosed child was 
the only child. The remaining families had either two (52 families; 45%), three (28 families; 24%), 
four (9 families; 8%) or five (2 families; 2%) children.  
Due to the questionnaires’ age limits (e.g., the Family Environment Scale is only applicable 
for children aged 11 and above) and the willingness of the different family members to participate, 
data from 60 ill children, 172 parents and 78 siblings were included in the present study. More details 
on the sample are listed in Table 1. Ethical approval from the University Hospitals of Ghent, Brussels, 
Antwerp and Louvain had been secured for the study. Written informed consent forms were obtained 
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from all the participating parents in this study, as well as all the participating children above the age of 
12. Parental consent was obtained for all participating children under the age of 16. 
[insert Table 1 here] 
2.2 Procedure 
The current study is part of a larger ongoing study examining the impact of childhood cancer 
on families, i.e. ‘UGhent Families and Childhood Cancer study’. For this large-scale study, families of 
children diagnosed with leukemia or non-Hodgkin lymphoma between the age of zero and 18 years at 
the moment of diagnosis were invited to take part in a longitudinal survey study. Specifically, all 
children (patients and siblings) aged 5 years and more and both parents were asked to complete a set 
of questionnaires at five different time points (diagnosis to 2.5 years post-diagnosis). For this study, 
only the first measurement of all family members was included. Exclusion criteria for participation 
were: 1) not speaking Dutch (N = 20), 2) expression of a developmental disorder in the diagnosed 
child (N = 9), and 3) relapse (N = 6). Over a period of 4 years, 115 families participated (56% of the 
eligible families). The most important reasons for non-participation were being overwhelmed by the 
diagnosis and lack of time.  
2.3 Measures 
Patients, parents and siblings separately filled out a similar set of questionnaires, as described 
below. However, due to a minimum age limit of the questionnaires, some younger children did not 
complete all questionnaires. For each questionnaire, the minimum age and the number of participants 
excluded for the questionnaire based on this minimum age (“Nage”) are reported.   
Family Functioning. The Dutch version of the Family Environment Scale (FES; Moos & Moos, 
1994) was used to evaluate family functioning. The questionnaire contains 77 ‘yes–no’ items, 
distributed across seven subscales: (1) cohesion (e.g., “we support each other anyway”), (2) 
expressiveness (e.g., “we have many spontaneous conversations in our family”), (3) conflict (e.g., “we 
quarrel a lot at home”), (4) organization (e.g., “we take care that our rooms are cleaned up”), (5) 
control (e.g., “we pay close attention to being at home on time”), (6) norms and values (e.g., “working 
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first than playing is a rule in our family”) and (7) social orientation (e.g., “everyone has hobbies in our 
family”). Two composite scores can be calculated as well: the family relation index (cohesion + 
expressiveness - conflict) and the family structure index (organization + control), reflecting the 
affective nature of the family relationships and the extent to which the family is structured and open to 
change, respectively. Higher FES composite scores reflect higher emotional closeness within the 
family (FRI; more cohesion and expressiveness and less conflict) and a more rigid family structure 
(FSI; more control and organization). The FES is applicable for children aged 11 and above (Nage = 82; 
37 patients, 45 siblings), and has good reliability and validity (Jansma & De Coole 1995). In the 
present study, the overall Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities ranged from .71 (fathers) to .76 (siblings) for 
the relation index and from .57 (mothers) to .67 (siblings) for the structure index.  The low Cronbach’s 
alphas for the FSI subscale could not be improved by dropping one or more items. 
Appraisal of the Cancer Diagnosis. The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen et al., 1983) measures 
the extent to which a person perceives the last month as unpredictable, uncontrollable, and 
overloading. For this study, the instruction of the questionnaire was adapted and the participant was 
asked to rate the extent to which s/he perceives her/his life since the cancer diagnosis as unpredictable, 
uncontrollable, and overloading. The questionnaire consists of 10 items, rated on a 5-point Likert scale 
from  0 (never) to 4 (very often). Total scores range from 0 to 40 and higher scores indicate perceiving 
the illness as more uncontrollable and less manageable. An example item is “since the cancer 
diagnosis, how often did you feel that things were going as you wanted?”. The PSS is applicable for 
children aged 10 and above (Nage = 71; 32 patients, 39 siblings), and has good reliability (e.g., Golden-
Kreutz et al., 2005). In addition, 3 participants older than 10 years (1 patient and 2 siblings) did not 
complete the questionnaire. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .74, .54, .51, .63, 
for patients, mothers, fathers and siblings respectively. The low Cronbach’s alphas for the mothers and 
the fathers could not be improved by dropping one or more items.  
Cancer-Related Emotions. The Situation-Specific Emotional Reactions Questionnaire (SSERQ; 
Grootenhuis & Last, 1997; Houtzager et al., 2004) is developed to assess emotional reactions in 
families where one child has been diagnosed with cancer. Different versions are available for patients 
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(30 items), parents (30 items) and siblings (26 items), but all are divided in four subscales: (1) 
loneliness (e.g., “I feel lonely”), (2) uncertainty (e.g., “I am afraid to lose my child”), (3) positive 
feelings (e.g., “I am proud that I persevere”) and, (4) helplessness/emotional involvement (e.g., “I 
regret that my parents have to undergo this”). This latter subscale is called ‘helplessness’ in the 
patients’ and parents’ version, and ‘emotional involvement’ in the siblings’ version. However, given 
the consensus on a content level, and in agreement with the authors of the subscales, this subscale will 
further be referred to as ‘helplessness’. All items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale from 0 (almost 
never) to 3 (almost always). The higher the scores, the more emotional reactions, both negative 
(loneliness, uncertainty and helplessness) and positive (positive feelings). The questionnaire is 
applicable from the age of 7 (Nage = 24; 13 patients, 11 siblings) and has satisfactory to good validity 
and reliability (Grootenhuis & Last, 2008; Houtzager et al., 2004). In addition, 5 participants older 
than 7 years (1 patient and 4 siblings) did not complete the questionnaire. In the present study, 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged from .77 (patients) to .88 (siblings) for uncertainty, from .68 
(patients) to .88 (siblings) for helplessness, from .67 (patients) to .92 (mothers) for loneliness and from 
.58 (siblings) to .81 (fathers) for positive emotions.  
Quality of Life (QoL). The Pediatric Quality of Life Inventory (PedsQL) and the general life 
satisfaction subscale of the Maudsley Marital Questionnaire (MMQ) were used to assess quality of life 
in children and parents, respectively. The Pediatric Quality of Life Inventory (Varni et al., 1999) 
measures children’s health-related quality of life. Different versions of the questionnaire are available, 
for example, the PedsQLTM 3.0 Cancer Module (children diagnosed with cancer) and 
PedsQLTM Generic Core Scales (healthy children). In this study, the PedsQLTM 3.0 Cancer Module 
measured the diagnosed child’s quality of life and is composed of 27 items comprising 8 dimensions: 
(1) Pain and Hurt (e.g., ‘I have a lot of pain’), (2) Nausea (e.g., ‘I feel too nauseous to eat’), (3) 
Procedural Anxiety (e.g., ‘I get scared when blood has to be taken’), (4) Treatment Anxiety (e.g., ‘I 
get scared when I have to go to the doctor’), (5) Worry (e.g., ‘I worry about the side effects of the 
medical treatments’), (6) Cognitive Problems (e.g., ‘I have trouble remembering what I read’), (7) 
Perceived Physical Appearance (e.g., ‘I am ashamed when others see my body’), (8) Communication 
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(e.g., ‘it’s difficult to ask nurses and doctors questions’). The PedsQLTM Generic Core Scales 
measured the siblings’ quality of life and is composed of 23 items comprising 4 dimensions: (1) 
Physical functioning (e.g., ‘it’s hard for me to run’), (2) Emotional functioning (e.g., ‘I feel angry’), 
(3) Social functioning (e.g., ‘other kids tease me’) and (4) School functioning (e.g., ‘I forget things’). 
Within both questionnaires, all items are scored on a five-point Likert-scale (0 = never to 4 = almost 
always). Each of the item scores is reversed and rescaled to a 0-100 scale: a score of 100 represents the 
best quality of life possible, a score of 0 the worst quality of life possible. Scale scores, as well as the 
sum score, are computed by adding together the different item scores and dividing this obtained score 
by the number of items answered. The questionnaire is applicable from the age of 5 (Nage = 0) and has 
sufficient to good validity and reliability (Varni et al., 2001). Five participants older than 5 years (1 
patient and 4 siblings) did not complete the questionnaire. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients were .89 and .89, for patients and siblings respectively.  
The Maudsley Marital Questionnaire (MMQ; Arrindel et al., 1983) evaluates life in general (e.g., “Are 
you competent and successful at your job and your housework’?”) and the marital/sexual relationship 
(e.g., “How much are you committed to this marriage?”). The MMQ contains 20 items, each of which 
is rated on a 0 – 8 scale, with 0 representing the optimum response. Higher scores indicate more 
maladjustment. The MMQ has good reliability and validity and the psychometric qualities of the 
Dutch version were also found to be satisfactory (Orathinkel et al., 2007; Arrindel et al., 1983). In the 
present study, the MMQ was not completed by single or divorced parents  (N = 15; 9 mothers and 6 
fathers) and only the subscale measuring general life satisfaction (i.e., satisfaction with life, household 
and social network) was taken into account, with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .70 (mothers) and 
.72 (fathers).  
Parents’ scores on the MMQ were reversed, so for all participants (patients, siblings, mothers, 
fathers) higher scores (on the MMQ and PedsQL respectively) indicate better quality of life. 
2.4 Data Analytic Strategy 
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A multilevel (or hierarchically nested) approach was used to structure the data. This means that 
observations at one level of analysis (individual family members) were nested within another level of 
analysis (family). Multilevel modeling was preferred over ordinary-least-squares (OLS) methods, such 
as ANOVA, because it provides better parameter estimates with nested data (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 
1998). The R-package lme4 (Bates et al., 2015) was used to analyze multilevel data. The amount of 
variance attributable to each of the grouping structures were calculated using the function icc of the R 
package sjstats (Lüdecke, 2019). Continuous predictor variables were centered around their mean 
value to improve interpretability of the regression coefficients (Schielzeth, 2010). 
To investigate whether family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis affect cancer-
related emotions and perceived QoL, separate models were fitted with SSERQ scores and the QoL 
score respectively as outcome variables. For cancer-related emotions four separate models were fitted 
for the subscales of the questionnaire (loneliness, uncertainty, positive emotions and helplessness). For 
QoL two separate models were fitted, one for the mothers and fathers (with scores on the MMQ as 
outcome variable) and one for the patients and siblings (with scores on the PedsQL as outcome 
variable). Predictor variables of interest were FES scores as a measure of family functioning and the 
PSS score as a measure of the cancer appraisal. In a first step, family functioning composite scores 
were entered (i.e., family relation index (FRI) and family structure index (FSI); Fowler, 1981). In a 
second step, the model was refitted with the seven family functioning subscales (cohesion, 
expressiveness, conflict, organization, control, norms and values and social orientation) to get more 
insight into the specific aspects of the family relationships and structure. Diagnosis (ALL, AML, 
CML, Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma), time since diagnosis (in months), number of children, sex (of the 
respondent), family member (patient, mother, father, sibling), age (of the ill child at diagnosis) and 
family situation (married, divorced, single parent, step family) were included in all models as 
covariates. In order to investigate whether the associations differed between family members, 
interaction effects between the two predictors of interest and the covariate family member were 
included in the model. In addition, in accordance with the ABCX model (Hill, 1958), we also 
investigated whether the interaction of family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis 
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predicted cancer-related emotions and quality of life. If the interaction effects were not significant, 
they were left out of the final model.  
In order to investigate similarities and differences in the perception of cancer-related emotions and 
quality of life across members within one family, the covariate family member (patient, mother, father 
and sibling) was included in the multilevel analysis (as described above). Next, in order to investigate 
similarities and differences in the perception of family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer 
diagnosis, two separate models were fitted with the FES scores and the PSS score as outcome variable 
and family member as predictor variable. As for the previous research question, diagnosis (ALL, 
AML, CML, Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma), time since diagnosis (in months), number of children, sex (of 
the respondent), age (of the ill child at diagnosis) and family situation (married, divorced, single 
parent, step family) were included as covariates. If family member was significant within the model, 
post-hoc comparisons were conducted using Tukey’s all-pair comparisons as implemented in the 
package ‘multcomp’ in R (Torsten, Bretz & Westfall, 2008) to assess which family members differed 
significantly from each other. 
Models were fitted with restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimation. Since most of the 
missing data was caused to age restrictions of the questionnaires, we assumed that the data are missing 
completely at random (MCAR). Therefore, listwise deletion was used. The ANOVA table was 
inspected to check for significant main and interaction effects and specific hypotheses were tested. 
Satterthwaite’s approximation was used to obtain the degrees of freedom (SAS Technical Report R-
101, 1978). Model assumptions of linearity, independence, normality and homogeneity of variance 
were checked. Significance was evaluated at the 5% significance level. To get insight into the 
magnitude of the effects, 95% confidence intervals (CI) are reported.  
3. Results 
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and observed range for the variables in our study.  
[insert Table 2 here] 
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3.1 Family Functioning, Cancer appraisal and Cancer-Related Emotions 1 
The final models for the associations between family functioning, cancer appraisal and cancer-2 
related emotions are shown in Table 3. 3 
[insert Table 3 here] 4 
Loneliness. The interaction effects between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and family member 5 
(FRI: χ2(3) = 5.54, p = .14; FSI: χ2(3) = 2.79, p = .43), between cancer appraisal and family member 6 
(χ2(3) = 5.34, p = .15) and between family functioning and cancer appraisal (FRI: χ2(1) = 1.13, p = 7 
.29; FSI: χ2(1) = 2.30, p = .13) were not significant and were subsequently left out of the final model. 8 
In the final model, 32% of the variance in loneliness was attributable to differences between family 9 
members (regardless of which family one belonged to) and 36% was attributable to differences 10 
between families. Within the same family, there was a correlation of .53 between the different family 11 
members in their reports of loneliness.  12 
A significant effect of family relation index (FRI) upon loneliness was found (χ2(1) = 9.03, p = 13 
.003): higher emotional closeness within the family (more cohesion and expressiveness, less conflict) 14 
was related to lower levels of loneliness in all family members. In addition, when refitting the model 15 
with the FES subscales instead of the two composite scores, there was a significant effect of 16 
expressiveness (χ2(1) = 7.26, p = .007). In other words, when a participant perceived his/her family as 17 
more expressive, s/he reported to feel less lonely. None of the other FES subscales were significantly 18 
related to loneliness (all χ2 < 3.7, all p > .05). Furthermore, there was a significant effect of cancer 19 
appraisal (χ2(1) = 81.83, p < .001): the more one perceived the illness as uncontrollable and the less as 20 
manageable, the more s/he reported to feel lonely. This was the case for all family members. Finally, 21 
there was also a significant effect of the age of the ill child at diagnosis (χ2(1) = 4.58, p = .03): the 22 
older the ill child was at diagnosis, the less all family members reported to feel lonely. None of the 23 
other variables were significantly related to loneliness (all χ2 < 3.7, all p > .05). 24 
Uncertainty. The interaction effects between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and family member 25 
(FRI: χ2(3) = .92, p = .82; FSI: χ2(3) = 2.55, p = .47), between cancer appraisal and family member 26 
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(χ2(3) = 2.82, p = .42) and between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and cancer appraisal (FRI: χ2(1) 27 
= 1.08, p = .30; FSI: χ2(1) = 1.60, p = .21) were not significant and were subsequently left out of the 28 
final model. In the final model, 18% of the variance in uncertainty was attributable to differences 29 
between family members (regardless of which family one belonged to) and 0% was attributable to 30 
differences between families.  31 
There was a significant effect of cancer appraisal upon uncertainty in all family members (χ2(1) = 32 
118.66, p < .001): the more one perceived the illness as uncontrollable and the less as manageable, the 33 
more s/he reported to feel insecure. There was also a significant effect of time since diagnosis (χ2(1) = 34 
8.20, p = .004]), indicating that participants reported less uncertainty if more time had passed since 35 
diagnosis. Finally, there was also a significant effect of family member (χ2(3) = 9.99, p = .02). This 36 
will be explained below (see 3.3). None of the other variables were significantly related to uncertainty 37 
(all χ2 < 1.0, all p > .30). 38 
Helplessness. The interaction effects between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and family member 39 
(FRI: χ2(3) = 3.42, p = .33; FSI: χ2(3) = 3.47, p = .32), between cancer appraisal and family member 40 
(χ2(3) = 2.30, p = .51) and between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and cancer appraisal (FRI: χ2(1) 41 
= 1.02, p = .31; FSI: χ2(1) = .73, p = .39) were not significant and were subsequently left out of the 42 
final model. In the final model, 0% of the variance in helplessness was attributable to differences 43 
between family members (regardless of which family one belonged to) and 0% was attributable to 44 
differences between families, indicating that clustering based on family members and families cannot 45 
explain the variance in helplessness.  46 
A significant effect of cancer appraisal upon helplessness was found (χ2(1) = 78.13, p < .001). In 47 
other words, the more one perceived the illness as uncontrollable and the less as manageable, the more 48 
s/he reported to feel helpless. There was also a significant effect of time since diagnosis (χ2(1) = 14.96, 49 
p < .001), indicating that participants reported less helplessness with increasing time since diagnosis. 50 
None of the other variables were significantly related to helplessness (all χ2 < 3.6, all p > .06).  51 
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Positive feelings. The interaction between the family relation index (FRI, family functioning) and 52 
family member was significant (χ2(3) = 8.79, p = .03). The other two interactions with family member 53 
were not significant (interaction with FSI: χ2(3) = 3.49, p = .32; interaction with cancer appraisal: 54 
χ2(3) = 4.54, p = .21), nor were the interactions between family functioning and cancer appraisal (FRI: 55 
χ2(1) = .31, p = .58; FSI: χ2(1) = .0001, p = .99). Only the significant interaction was kept in the final 56 
model. In this model, 70% of the variance in positive feelings was attributable to differences between 57 
family members (regardless of which family one belonged to) and 3% was attributable to differences 58 
between families. Within the same family, there was a correlation of .04 between the different family 59 
members in their reports of positive feelings.  60 
There was a significant main effect of family member (χ2(3) = 33.99, p < .001), as will be explained 61 
below (see 3.3). There was also a significant effect of the ill child’s age at diagnosis (χ2(1) = 5.07, p = 62 
.02): the older the ill child was at diagnosis, the less all family members reported to experience 63 
positive emotions. None of the other variables were significantly related to positive emotions (all χ2 < 64 
3.30, all p > 0.07). Of note, when excluding the non-significant interactions (interaction with FSI, 65 
interaction with cancer appraisal, interaction between family functioning and cancer appraisal), the 66 
interaction effect between FRI and family member did no longer reach significance (χ2(3) = 6.60, p = 67 
0.09). 68 
3.2 Family Functioning, Cancer Appraisal and Quality of Life 69 
The final models for the associations between family functioning, cancer appraisal and quality of life 70 
for mothers and fathers on the one hand and patients and siblings on the other hand are shown in Table 71 
4.  72 
[insert Table 4 here]. 73 
3.2.1 Mothers and fathers 74 
The interaction effects between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and family member (FRI: χ2(1) 75 
= .58, p = .45; FSI: χ2(1) = .64, p = .43), between cancer appraisal and family member (χ2(1) = 76 
2.67, p = .10) and between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and cancer appraisal (FRI: χ2(1) = 77 
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1.10, p = .29; FSI: χ2(1) = 1.53, p = .22) were not significant and were subsequently left out of the 78 
final model. In the final model, 27% of the variance in quality of life was attributable to differences 79 
between families1.  80 
There was a significant effect of the family relation index (FRI) upon quality of life (χ2(1) = 81 
13.49, p < .001) , indicating that higher emotional closeness within the family (more cohesion and 82 
expressiveness, less conflict) was associated with better quality of life in mothers and fathers. In 83 
addition, the model was refitted with the FES subscales instead of the composite scores. This 84 
analysis revealed that the subscale expressiveness (χ2(1) = 6.26, p = .01) was significantly 85 
associated with quality of life: when a parent perceived his/her family as more expressive, s/he 86 
reported better quality of life. None of the other FES subscales were significantly related to quality 87 
of life.  Furthermore, there was a significant main effect of the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis 88 
(χ2(1) = 12.78, p < .001) in both parents: the more one perceives the illness as uncontrollable and 89 
the less as manageable, the worse his/her quality of life. The effect of the number of children in the 90 
family was also significant (χ2(1) = 4.27, p = .04). This means that families with more children 91 
reported worse parental quality of life. None of the other variables were significantly related to 92 
quality of life (all χ2 < 4.00, all p > .10). 93 
3.2.2. Patients and siblings 94 
The interaction effects between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and family member (FRI: χ2(1) 95 
= 3.57, p = .06; FSI: χ2(1) = .69, p = .41), between cancer appraisal and family member (χ2(1) = 96 
.58, p = .44) and between family functioning (FRI and FSI) and cancer appraisal (FRI: χ2(1) = .02, 97 
p = .88; FSI: χ2(1) = .66, p = .42) were not significant and were subsequently left out of the final 98 
model. In the final model, 0% of the variance in quality of life was attributable to differences 99 
between family members and 48% was attributable to differences between families.  100 
                                                          
1 In this model only a random intercept for family was included, since the variance in the random intercept for 
family member was completely confounded with the residual variance. 
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For the FES subscales, there was a significant effect of social orientation (χ2(1) = 8.93, p = 101 
.003): when a child perceived his/her family as more socially oriented, s/he reported better quality 102 
of life. There was also a significant main effect of the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis (χ2(1) = 103 
30.43, p < .001): the more one perceives the illness as uncontrollable and the less as manageable, 104 
the worse his/her quality of life. The effect of the family member was also significant (χ2(1) = 105 
17.27, p = .<.001). This will be explained below (see 3.3). There was a significant effect of the age 106 
of the ill child at diagnosis (χ2(1) = 7.15, p = .008): a higher age was associated with higher quality 107 
of life in patients and siblings. There was also a significant effect of time since diagnosis (χ2(1) = 108 
5.47, p = .02): the more time had passed since the diagnosis, the higher the quality of life. Finally, 109 
there was a significant effect of diagnosis (χ2(1) = 11.80, p = .008), indicating that quality of life 110 
was lower with a diagnosis of Non-Hodgkin lymphoma, compared to a diagnosis of ALL. None of 111 
the other variables were significantly related to quality of life (all χ2 < 3.00, all p > .10).  112 
3.3 Similarities and differences across members within one family 113 
Mean scores for family functioning (scores on the FES subscales), appraisal of the cancer diagnosis 114 
(PSS scores), cancer related emotions (scores on the SSERQ subscales) and quality of life (PedsQL 115 
scores and MMQ scores) per family member are presented in Table 5. Mean scores for mother, father, 116 
sibling and patients were compared.  117 
[insert Table 5 here]. 118 
  Across the family functioning subscales, the perception of the mothers tended to differ from 119 
the perception of the patients and/or the siblings. Specifically for the cohesion subscale, mothers 120 
experienced less emotional togetherness within the family compared to the patients (β = -5.00, p = .02) 121 
and the siblings (β = -5.05, p = .008). None of the other comparisons were significantly different (all p 122 
> .25). For the subscale organization, mothers scored significantly lower than the patients (β = -5.46, p 123 
= .03). In other words, the child with cancer experienced significantly more family rules, tasks and 124 
duties compared to his/her mother. None of the other comparisons were significantly different (all p > 125 
.25). For the subscale norms, mothers scored significantly lower than siblings (β = -4.28, p = .02) : 126 
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according to the siblings, more norms and standards were being pursued within the family than 127 
according to the mother. None of the other comparisons were significantly different (all p > .08). For 128 
the subscale control, there was a significant main effect of family member (χ2 (3) = 10.34, p = .02). 129 
However, none of the paired comparisons between family members reached significance (all p > .08). 130 
For the subscales expressivity, conflict and social orientation, there were no significant differences 131 
across members within one family (all χ2 < 4.60, all p > .20). For the appraisal of the cancer 132 
diagnosis, fathers scored significantly lower than siblings (β = -4.62, p = .006), indicating that fathers 133 
experienced the illness as significantly more manageable compared to the healthy siblings. None of 134 
the other comparisons were significantly different (all p > .09).  135 
  With regard to the cancer related emotions, siblings reported less positive emotions than 136 
patients (β = -5.37, p < .001), mothers (β = -4.58, p < .001) and fathers (β = -3.39, p = .004). None of 137 
the other comparisons were significantly different (all p > .21). For uncertainty, there was a significant 138 
main effect of family member (χ2 (3) = 9.99, p = .02). However, none of the paired comparisons 139 
between family members reached significance (all p > .06). For loneliness and helplessness, no 140 
differences across members within one family were found (all χ2 < 4.70, all p > .15). For quality of 141 
life, siblings (β = 12.18, p < .001) reported higher quality of life than patients. For parents, there was 142 
no significant difference between mothers and fathers (β = 1.26, p = .14). 143 
4. Discussion 144 
  Based on the ABCX model (Hill, 1958) and using a multi-level approach (R-package lme4; 145 
Bates et al., 2015), the present study sought to examine whether family functioning and the appraisal 146 
of the cancer diagnosis, as well as the interplay between both, was related to individual outcomes (i.e., 147 
cancer-related emotions and perceived quality of life) in patients, parents and siblings facing cancer in 148 
one of the children. In addition, similarities and differences between family members within one 149 
family were explored.  150 
4.1 Summary of results 151 
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Family functioning, cancer appraisal and cancer-related emotions. Our findings indicate that 152 
both family functioning and the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis matter for the emotional well-being 153 
of family members being confronted with childhood cancer. This is in line with our prediction and 154 
with previous quantitative studies on family functioning (Van Schoors et al., 2017) and stress 155 
(Hamama et al., 2000) in the context of childhood cancer. However, different patterns of findings 156 
emerged for both predictors. 157 
More specifically, we found that more emotional closeness within the family (more cohesion and 158 
expressivity, less conflict) was associated with lower levels of loneliness in all family members. In 159 
other words, when a family member perceived his/her family as warm and loving (cohesion), open to 160 
talk about experiences and emotions (expressivity) and there were little conflicts, s/he reported to feel 161 
less lonely. This is in line with the idea that family functioning is important for the adjustment of 162 
children (see Van Schoors et al., 2017 for an overview) and parents (Fuemmeler et al., 2003) when 163 
facing childhood cancer. In addition, when taking into account the family functioning subscales, there 164 
was a significant association between expressiveness and loneliness: the more family members can 165 
share their experiences within the family, the less loneliness in all family members. This finding 166 
illustrates the importance of family communication (Van Schoors et al., 2018a). 167 
Furthermore, we found – for all family members – that when a family member perceived the 168 
illness as more uncontrollable and less manageable (i.e., cancer appraisal), s/he reported more 169 
negative emotional reactions (i.e., feelings of loneliness, uncertainty, and helplessness). This is in line 170 
with the idea that the meaning a person gives to a certain stressor has an impact on the stressor’s 171 
consequences (e.g., the role of catastrophizing; Caes et al., 2011). Remarkably, there was no 172 
significant association between the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis and positive emotions. This 173 
interesting finding should be explored in further research.  174 
Family functioning, cancer appraisal and quality of life. Our findings indicate that both family 175 
functioning and cancer appraisal matter for patients’, parents’ and siblings’ quality of life when facing 176 
childhood cancer. More specifically, more emotional closeness within the family (more cohesion and 177 
expressivity, less conflict) was associated with better parental quality of life, a finding that has also 178 
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been reported by several quantitative studies in parents (Ozono et al., 2010; Santos et al., 2015). When 179 
considering the family functioning subscales, a significant association between expressiveness and 180 
parental quality of life; and between social orientation and children’s quality of life was found: the 181 
more a parent perceived his/her family as expressive and the closer a child is to his/her social 182 
environment (e.g., friends), the better his/her quality of life. These findings emphasize the importance 183 
of sharing experiences within the family, especially for parents (Van Schoors et al., 2018a) and with 184 
the social network, especially for children (Beltrao et al., 2007; McGrath et al., 2005). Furthermore, 185 
we found that – for all family members – cancer appraisal was related to quality of life: perceiving 186 
the illness as more uncontrollable and less manageable was related to worse quality of life, in parents 187 
and in children (patients and siblings). This is in line with existing quantitative studies. For example, 188 
according to Witt and colleagues (2010), the experience of a child with cancer is not in itself related to 189 
poor quality of life, but it is related to an increased level of perceived stress, which may in turn 190 
adversely impact parental (quality of) life.  191 
Similarities and differences across family members within families. Family member 192 
differences as well as important family member similarities in the perception of cancer appraisal, 193 
family functioning, cancer-related emotions and perceived quality of life emerged from our data. For 194 
the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis, we found that fathers are more likely than siblings to experience 195 
the illness as more manageable and less uncontrollable. Possible explanations are twofold. First, in 196 
most of the included families and in line with the Western idea that especially mothers are responsible 197 
for the childcare, the father kept working to ensure financial security, whereas the mother (temporally) 198 
quit her job to ensure that always one parent could accompany the diagnosed child to the hospital (Van 199 
Schoors et al., 2018b). As a consequence, the father’s daily activities stayed more or less the same as 200 
pre-diagnosis and potentially protecting him from catastrophizing about the illness as being 201 
unsurmountable. For siblings, however, the impact on their daily life is huge: from one day to another, 202 
they are confronted with less parental attention, the need to become more responsible and independent, 203 
and others (e.g., grandparents) taking over parental roles (Van Schoors et al., 2018a). These sudden 204 
and major disruptions of siblings’ lives may them feel more overwhelmed by the illness. Second, the 205 
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cancer appraisal (more manageable and less uncontrollable) can also operate as a protecting 206 
mechanism for fathers: as fathers are obligated to continue to go to work in order to assure finical 207 
certainty, they cannot afford to head down. By believing the illness is manageable and the child will 208 
cure, they can concentrate more on their job, and thus, on the family’s financial certainty. 209 
With regard to family functioning, mothers rated their family functioning after diagnosis significantly 210 
worse – less close, less organized, less strict in following norms – than the children (patients, siblings). 211 
Possible explanations are twofold. First, this is in line with the idea that parents – and especially 212 
mothers – may struggle to meet prevailing cultural values and standards of  “good parenting”: while 213 
West-European parents are expected to divide their time and attention equally among all children, and 214 
love each child equally (Ganong & Coleman, 2017), these principles are challenged in the context of 215 
pediatric cancer and may result in parental feelings of guilt, shame, frustration and distress (Long & 216 
Marsland, 2011) and rating the family functioning as less adaptive. Second, the finding that mothers 217 
reported lower levels of organization and norms within their family, as compared to the children, 218 
makes sense, given the demanding character of the cancer treatment, e.g., isolation, invasive 219 
procedures and all obligations/responsibilities for the patient within his/her healing process, as well as 220 
the possible changes in the daily life of the siblings (Van Schoors et al., 2018a). However, our finding 221 
on family cohesion (i.e., siblings experienced more cohesion compared to mothers) is not in line with 222 
existing qualitative studies, showing that most parents and patients - but not siblings - experience an 223 
increase in family cohesion post-diagnosis (Van Schoors et al., 2015; Prchal & Landolt, 2012; Van 224 
Schoors, 2018).  225 
Regarding cancer-related emotional responses, we found that siblings experienced less 226 
positive emotions compared to patients, mothers and fathers. This is in line with several systematic 227 
reviews, emphasizing the possible negative impact of a childhood cancer diagnosis on siblings 228 
(Alderfer et al., 2010; Yang et al., 2016; Zegaczewski et al., 2015). Moreover, this finding can be 229 
linked to a recent systematic review on family resiliency (Van Schoors et al., 2015) and two recent 230 
qualitative studies (e.g., Van Schoors et al., 2018a; 2018b) showing that siblings often feel at the 231 
periphery of the family, as family life post-diagnosis is determined by the ill child’s treatment and this 232 
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often results in regular absences of the parents and the diagnosed child and a reduction in time spent 233 
together as a family (Prchal & Landolt, 2012). For quality of life, the siblings’ quality of life was 234 
found to be higher than the quality of life of the patient, affirming the severe impact of the illness on 235 
the patient (e.g., physical effects, Eiser, 1998). 236 
Furthermore, not only the differences and the similarities in the family members’ mean scores 237 
on our study variables (as described above) were considered, we also investigated whether the 238 
associations of interest (i.e., cancer appraisal/family functioning and cancer-related emotions/quality 239 
of life) were similar/different for patients, parents and siblings. Across our findings, no indication for 240 
an interaction effect with the type of family member was found. This illustrates that, for all family 241 
members, comparable associations between predictors and outcomes were found. This is in line with 242 
the idea that a childhood cancer diagnosis impacts all family members, and that the same predictors 243 
are important for all family members.  244 
Finally, for uncertainty and positive emotions, especially the differences between family members 245 
seem to be relevant, instead of the differences across families. In other words, in predicting uncertainty 246 
and positive emotions, it seems to be more important which family member (patient, parents, sibling) it 247 
is, than the family s/he belongs to. Only for loneliness, significant correlations between family 248 
members within the same family were found, making loneliness a rather shared family experience. In 249 
addition, differences between families were important in the prediction of quality of life. So, how 250 
satisfied someone is with his/her life after diagnosis depends mainly on the characteristics of the 251 
family s/he belongs to. 252 
Other findings. 253 
The results of the present study furthermore revealed the importance of time since diagnosis and 254 
age of the ill child at diagnosis in the prediction of cancer-related emotions. First, family members 255 
living in a family with a child who has been diagnosed more recently showed greater uncertainty and 256 
helplessness (all family members) and reported worse quality of life (children) than those who had 257 
been exposed to the illness for a more prolonged period of time. This is in line with the concept of 258 
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habituation: responses - such as negative emotions - to a certain stressor might decrease after repeated 259 
or prolonged presentations (Bouton, 2007). Indeed, when time goes on, the diagnosed child and his/her 260 
family may get gradually used to the hospital staff, long hospitalizations and medical procedures, with 261 
a decrease in negative emotions as a result. Second, there was a significant association between the 262 
age of the ill child at diagnosis on the one hand and loneliness, positive feelings and quality of life in 263 
children on the other hand: the older the ill child at diagnosis, the less loneliness and the less positive 264 
feelings in all family members; and the better the patients’ and the siblings’ quality of life. This 265 
finding adds to the current, inconsistent body of literature regarding the influence of the diagnosed 266 
child’s age on the individual adjustment of patients, parents and siblings after facing childhood cancer 267 
(e.g., Yalug et al., 2011 vs. Phipps et al., 2005) and is – to the best of our knowledge – the first 268 
presenting the influence of age at diagnosis on the adjustment of all family members together (patient, 269 
parents, siblings).  270 
Furthermore, the number of children in a family and the ill child’s diagnosis was related to 271 
perceived quality of life. More specifically, the more children in a family, the worse the parental 272 
quality of life. Possible explanations are twofold. First, this finding confirms the general idea that 273 
having children negatively impacts parental quality of life, especially the first years of parenthood 274 
(Myrskylä & Margolis, 2014). Second, from the moment of the cancer diagnosis onwards, the 275 
diagnosed child becomes the center of focus in the family. When the ill child is the only child, the 276 
whole family organization can more easily be adapted to the needs of that child. However, when 277 
siblings are present, the siblings’ needs have to be recognized as well (Prchal & Landolt, 2012),and 278 
parents may struggle with the desire to focus merely on the ill child (Van Schoors et al., 2018b) There 279 
was also a significant impact of the type of diagnosis on quality of life: patients diagnosed with ALL 280 
as well as their siblings reported better quality of life than patients with non-Hodgkin lymphoma and 281 
their siblings. This is in surprising, as children with leukemia are - in general - more hospitalized than 282 
children with non-Hodgkin lymphoma. 283 
Finally, across our findings, no interaction effect between cancer appraisal and family functioning 284 
was found to be significant. In other words, contrary to the prediction of the ABCX model (Hill, 285 
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1958), only the main effects of the resources (i.e., family functioning; a key family resource ‘b’) and 286 
the perception (the appraisal of the cancer diagnosis, ‘c’) were found to be important when facing 287 
childhood cancer, and not the interplay between both. This somewhat unexpected but nevertheless 288 
consistent finding would be worthwhile to explore in future research. 289 
4.2 Strengths and Limitations 290 
A first strength of the present study is that it makes use of the ABCX-model as underlying 291 
theoretical framework guiding the selection of variables and the interpretation of the results. Second, 292 
although most studies in the childhood cancer literature make use of one single family member 293 
participant (e.g., Van Schoors et al., 2015), we included the perspectives of all family members, i.e., 294 
patient, parents and siblings. As a consequence, we were able to investigate similarities and 295 
differences across family members within the same family for both individual level variables (cancer 296 
appraisal, cancer-related emotions and quality of life) and family level variables (family functioning). 297 
Third, by making use of multi-level analyses, we were able to model the interdependence in the family 298 
relationships.  299 
The present findings must be considered within the scope of some important limitations. First, only 300 
Dutch speaking families were invited for participation. With respect to the current multicultural 301 
society, however, this language criterion might have been a barrier for ethnic minorities. Second, we 302 
only focused on children diagnosed with leukemia and non-Hodgkin lymphoma. As a consequence, it 303 
is important to highlight that families of children with other cancer diagnoses may have different 304 
experiences. In addition, as ALL was diagnosed in 73.9% of our families and this diagnosis is most 305 
common in early childhood, peaking between 2 and 5 years of age, most ill children were too young to 306 
be invited to our study (see method section: “all children aged 5 years and more and both parents were 307 
asked to complete a set of questionnaires at five different time points”; mean age at diagnosis = 6.6 308 
years). As a consequence, our sample only consisted of 60 children with cancer. Third, as being 309 
overwhelmed by the cancer diagnosis was one of the most important reasons for non-participation, we 310 
can question whether more stressed families in general were more likely to refuse participation (i.e., 311 
selection bias). Fourth, as the associations described in this study are correlational in nature, the 312 
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temporal order of the variables under investigation could not be tested with the present data. As a 313 
consequence, inverse associations (e.g., higher QoL predicting more adequate family relationships) are 314 
also possible. Fifth, for this study, we adapted the timeframe of the PSS from “in the last month” to 315 
“since the cancer diagnosis”. This might have consequences for the questionnaire’s psychometrics. A 316 
final limitation is the low reliability coefficients for the FSI subscale (FES) and the PSS scale 317 
(mothers; fathers), which could not be improved by dropping one or more items. For the FES, this is in 318 
line with previous literature (Hildenbrand & Alderfer, 2019). So, caution is warranted when 319 
interpreting these (sub)scales and further research is needed to confirm our findings.  320 
4.3 Clinical implications 321 
Our findings provide evidence for the fact that the life of all family members is impacted by a 322 
childhood cancer diagnosis and that, therefore, the psychosocial needs of all family members should be 323 
recognized and addressed by the multidisciplinary intervention team. Multiple specific 324 
recommendations arise from the present study. First, our findings provide further empirical support for 325 
existing social ecological prevention and intervention models in child health. For example, our 326 
findings on the association between family functioning on the one hand and emotional well-being and 327 
quality of life in cancer-affected families on the other hand, fully support the recommendations of the 328 
Pediatric Psychosocial Preventative Health Model (PPPHM; Kazak, 2006) that all families of children 329 
diagnosed with cancer should be screened for factors potentially predisposing them for maladjustment 330 
or distress, including family risk factors (e.g., family conflict, family structure). Accordingly, clinical 331 
interventions for cancer-affected families can then be tailored to these family risk factors, the families’ 332 
specific care needs, and the care expectancies of these families (ranging from standard psychosocial 333 
care to more intensive individual or family therapy; see Kazak, 2006 for greater detail).  Second, 334 
clinical interventions should also be sensitive to some important individual characteristics of patients, 335 
parents and siblings facing childhood cancer. For example, the age of the diagnosed child, as less 336 
positive feelings, less loneliness and better quality of life is reported when the diagnosed child is older. 337 
Third, as cancer-related emotions proved to be mostly explained by the differences between family 338 
members (and not the differences between families), and as for example, siblings experience less 339 
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positive emotions than patients, mothers and fathers,  interventions should also take into account the 340 
potential differences and specific intervention needs of each family member. This may imply that 341 
individual family members may particularly benefit from social contact with fellow sufferers to share 342 
their experiences (e.g., via group therapy). Finally, discrepancies in perceptions across family 343 
members as well as our findings on the role of family functioning speak to the need to involve all 344 
family members in intervention, both with respect to individual level variables (emotions and quality 345 
of life) and family level variables (family functioning). More specifically, to facilitate and enhance 346 
family communication as well as to help families to get insight in every family member’s perspective, 347 
appraisal of the cancer diagnosis, and subjective meaning making, interventions at the family level –in 348 
addition to individual or group therapy- would be particularly suited for families facing pediatric 349 
cancer.   350 
26 
 
References 351 
Alderfer, M. A., Long, K. A., Lown, E. A., Marsland, A. L., Ostrowski, N. L., Hock, J. M., & 352 
  Ewing, L. J. (2010). Psychosocial adjustment of siblings of children with cancer: A 353 
  systematic review. Psycho-Oncology, 19, 789-805. doi:10.1002/pon.1638 354 
Arrindell, W. A., Boelens, W., & Lambert, H. (1983). On the psychometric properties of the 355 
  Maudsley Marital Questionnaire (MMQ): Evaluation of self-ratings in distressed and 356 
  “normal” volunteer couples based on the Dutch version. Personality and Individual 357 
  Differences, 4, 293-306. doi:10.1016/0191-8869(83)90151-4 358 
Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects Models using 359 
lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67, 1-48. doi:10.18637/jss.v067.i01 360 
Beltrao, M. R., Vasconcelos, M. G., Pontes, C. M., & Albuquerque, M. C. (2007). Childhood cancer: 361 
Maternal perceptions and strategies for coping with diagnosis. Jornal de Pediatria, 83, 562-362 
566. doi:10.2223/JPED.1723 363 
Bouton, M. E. (2007). Learning and behavior: A contemporary synthesis. Sunderland, MA: Sinnauer 364 
Associates. 365 
Brinkman, T. M., Li, C., Vannatta, K., Marchak, J. G., Lai, J. S., Prasad, P. K., … Krull, K. R. (2016). 366 
Behavioral, social, and emotional symptom comorbidities and profiles in adolescent survivors 367 
of childhood cancer: A report from the childhood cancer survivor study. Journal of Clinical 368 
Oncology, 34, 3417-3425. doi:10.1200/JCO.2016.66.4789 369 
Caes, L., Vervoort, T., Eccleston, C., Vandenhende, M., & Goubert, L. (2011). Parental 370 
catastrophizing about child’s pain and its relationship with activity restriction: The mediating 371 
role of parental distress. Pain, 152, 212-222. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2010.10.037 372 
Cohen, S., Kamarck, T, & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of perceived stress. Journal of 373 
Health and Social Behavior, 24, 385-396. doi:10.2307/2136404 374 
Corey, A. L., Haase, J. E., Azzouz, F., & Monahan, P. O. (2008). Social support and symptom 375 
  distress in adolescents/young adults with cancer. Journal of Pediatric Oncology 376 
  Nursing, 25, 275-284. doi:10.1177/1043454208321117 377 
27 
 
Eiser, C. (1998). Long-term consequences of childhood cancer. The Journal of Child Psychology  378 
  and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 39(5), 621-633.  379 
Erickson, S. J., & Steiner, H. (2001). Trauma and personality correlates in long term pediatric 380 
  cancer  survivors. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 31, 195-213. doi: 381 
  10.1023/A:102647732 382 
Fowler, P. C. (1981). Maximum likelihood factor structure of the family environment scale. Journal of 383 
Clinical Psychology, 37, 160-164. doi:10.1002/1097-4679(198101)37:1<160::AID-384 
JCLP2270370132>3.0.CO;2-Q 385 
Fuemmeler, B. F., Brown, R. T., Williams, L., & Barredo, J. (2003). Adjustment of 386 
  children with cancer and their caregivers: moderating influences of family 387 
  functioning. Families, Systems and Health, 21, 263-276. doi:10.1037/1091-7527.21.3.263 388 
Ganong, L. & Coleman, M. (2017). Stepfamily Relationships. Development, Dynamics, and 389 
  Interventions. New York, USA: Springer US. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4899-7702-1 390 
Golden-Kreutz, D. M., Thornton, L. M., Wells-Di Gregorio, S., Frierson, G. M., Jim, H. S., Carpenter, 391 
  K. M., … Andersen, B. L. (2005). Traumatic stress, perceived global stress, and life events: 392 
  Prospectively predicting quality of life in breast cancer patients. Health Psychology, 24,  393 
  288-293. doi:10.1037/0278-6133.24.3.288 394 
Grootenhuis, M. A., & Last, B. (1997). Parents’ emotional reactions related to prospects 395 
  for the survival of their children with cancer. Journal of Psychosocial Oncology, 15, 396 
  43-62. doi:10.1300/J077v15n01_04 397 
Hamama, R., Ronen, T., & Feigin, R. (2000). Self-control, anxiety, and loneliness in 398 
  siblings of children with cancer. Social Work in Health Care, 31, 63-83. doi: 399 
  10.1300/J010v31n01_05 400 
Hildenbrand, A. K., & Alderfer, M. (2019). Survey and interview assessment approaches in research 401 
  with families. In B. H. Fiese, M., Celano, K., Deater-Deckard, E. N. Jouriles & M. A. 402 
  Whisman, M. A. (Eds.), APA handbooks in psychology® series. APA handbook of 403 
  contemporary family psychology: Foundations, methods, and contemporary issues across the 404 
28 
 
  lifespan (pp. 257-279). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 405 
  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0000099-000 406 
Hill, R. (1958). Social stresses on the family. Journal in Society: The Journal of Contemporary Social 407 
  Services, 39, 139-150. doi:10.1177/1044389458039002-318 408 
Houtzager, B. A., Oort, F. J., Hoekstra-Weebers, J. E., Caron, H. N., Grootenhuis, M. A., & 409 
  Last, B. F. (2004). Coping and family functioning predict longitudinal psychological 410 
  adaptation of siblings of childhood cancer patients. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 411 
  29, 591-605. doi:10.1093/jpepsy/jsh061 412 
 Jansma, J. B. M., & De Coole, R. L. (1995). Gezinsklimaatschaal (GKS-II): Handleiding (Family 413 
  Environment Scale: Manual). Lisse, The Netherlands: Swets and Zeitlinger. 414 
Kazak, A. E. (2006). Pediatric Psychosocial Preventative Health Model (PPPHM): Research, practice,  415 
and collaboration in Pediatric Family Systems Medicine. Families, Systems, & Health, 24(4), 416 
381-396. doi 10.1037/1091-7527.24.4.381 417 
Kazak, A. E., Alderfer, M. A., Streisand, R., Simms, S., Rourke, M. T., Barakat, L. P., … 418 
   Cnaan, A. (2004). Treatment of posttraumatic stress symptoms in 419 
  adolescent survivors of childhood cancer and their families: A randomized clinical 420 
  trial. Journal of Family Psychology, 18, 493-504. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.18.3.493  421 
Kazak, A. E., Barakat, L. P., Alderfer, M., Rourke, M. T., Meeske, K., Gallagher, P. R., … 422 
   Stuber, M. L. (2001). Posttraumatic stress in survivors of childhood cancer and mothers 423 
  Development and validation of the impact of traumatic stressors interview schedule (ITSIS).  424 
  Journal of Clinical Psychology in Medical Settings, 8, 307-323. doi:  425 
  10.1023/A:1011977031826  426 
Kenny, D., Kashy, D., & Bolger, N. (1998). Data analysis in social psychology. In D. Gilbert, S. 427 
Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (pp. 233-265). Oxford, UK: 428 
Oxford University Press. 429 
Kestler, S. A., & LoBiondo-Wood, G. (2012). Review of symptom experiences in children and 430 
  adolescents with cancer. Cancer Nursing, 35, E31-E49. doi:10.1097/NCC.0b013e3182207a2a 431 
29 
 
Long, K. A., Lehmann, V., Gerhardt, C., Carpenter, A., Marsland, A., & Alderfer, M. (2018). 432 
Psychosocial functioning and risk factors among siblings of children with cancer: 433 
An updated systematic review. Psycho-Oncology, 27, 1467-1479. -*    434 
  doi:10.1002/pon.4669 435 
Long, K. A. & Marsland, A. L. (2011). Family adjustment to childhood cancer: a systematic review. 436 
Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 14(1), 57-88. doi: 10.1007/s10567-010-0082-z 437 
Long, K. A., Marsland, A. L., & Alderfer, M. A. (2013). Cumulative family risk predicts 438 
  sibling adjustment to childhood cancer. Cancer, 119, 2503-2510. doi:10.1002/cncr.28077  439 
Lüdecke, D. (2019). sjstats: Statistical Functions for Regression Models (Version 0.15.0). Retrieved 440 
  from https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=sjstats. doi:10.5281/zenodo.1284472. 441 
Marcus, J. (2012). Psychosocial issues in pediatric oncology. The Ochsner Journal, 12(3), 442 
  211-215.  443 
McGrath, P., Paton, M.A., & Huff, N. (2005). Beginning treatment for pediatric acute myeloid 444 
  leukemia: The family connection. Issues in Comprehensive Pediatric Nursing, 28, 97- 445 
  114. doi:10.1080/01460860590950881  446 
Michel, G., Rebholz, C. E., von der Weid, N. X., Bergstraesser, E., & Keuhni, C. E. (2010). 447 
  Psychological distress in adult survivors of childhood cancer: The Swiss childhood 448 
  cancer survivor study. Journal of Clinical Oncology, 28, 1740-1748. 449 
  doi:10.1200/JCO.2009.23.4534 450 
Moos, R., & Moos, B. (1994). Family Environment Scale Manual: Development, Applications, 451 
Research - Third Edition. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologist Press.  452 
Myers, R. M., Balsamo, L., Lu, X., Devidas, M., Hunger, S. P., Carroll, W. L., … Kadan-Lottick, N. 453 
  S. (2014). A prospective study of anxiety,depression, and behavioral changes in the first year 454 
  after a diagnosis of childhood acute lymphoblastic leukemia. Cancer, 120, 1417-1425. 455 
  doi:10.1002/cncr.28578  456 
Myrskylä, M., & Margolis, R. (2014). Happiness: Before and after kids. Demography, 51, 457 
  1843-1866. doi:10.1007/s13524-014-0321-x 458 
30 
 
National Cancer Institute (2014). Browse the SEER Cancer Statistics Review 1975-2015. 459 
  Retrieved from https://seer.cancer.gov/csr/1975_2015/browse_csr.php? 460 
  sectionSEL=28&pageSEL=sect_28_table.08 461 
Orathinkel, J., Van Steenwegen, A., & Stroobants, R. (2007). Further validation of the Maudsley 462 
  Marital Questionnaire (MMQ). Psychology, Health & Medicine, 12, 346-352. doi: 463 
  10.1080/13548500600855481 464 
Ozono, S., Saeki, T., Mantani, T., Ogata, A., Okamura, H., Nakagawa, S., … Yamawaki, S. (2010). 465 
  Psychological distress related to patterns of family functioning among Japanese childhood 466 
  cancer survivors and their parents. Psycho-Oncology, 19, 545-552. doi:10.1002/pon.1606 467 
Patino-Fernandez, A. M., Pai, A. L. H., Alderfer, M., Hwang, W. T., Reilly, A., & Kazak, A. E. 468 
  (2008). Acute stress in parents of children newly diagnosed with cancer. Pediatric 469 
  Blood & Cancer, 50, 289-292. doi:10.1002/pbc.21262  470 
Phipps, S., Long, A., Hudson, M., & Rai, S. N. (2005). Symptoms of post-traumatic stress in  471 
  children with cancer and their parents: Effects of informant and time from 472 
  diagnosis. Pediatric Blood and Cancer, 45, 951-959. doi:10.1002/pbc.20373 473 
Prchal, A., & Landolt, M. A. (2012). How siblings of pediatric cancer patients experience the first 474 
time after diagnosis: A qualitative study. Cancer Nursing, 35, 133-140. 475 
doi:10.1097/NCC.0b013e31821e0c59 476 
Santos, S., Crespo, C., Canavarro, M. C., & Kazak, A. E. (2015). Family rituals and quality of life in 477 
children with cancer and their parents: The role of family cohesion and hope. Journal of 478 
Pediatric Psychology, 40, 664-671. doi: 10.1093/jpepsy/jsv013 479 
SAS Technical Report R-101. (1978). Tests of hypotheses in Fixed-Effects Linear Models. SAS 480 
Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA. 481 
Schielzeth, H. (2010). Simple means to improve interpretability of regression coefficients. Methods in 482 
Ecology and Evolution, 1, 103-113. 483 
Steliarova-Foucher, E., Colombet, M., Ries, L. A. G., Moreno, F., Dolya, A., Bray, F., … Stiller, C. A. 484 
(2017). International incidence of childhood cancer, 2001-10: a population based registry 485 
study. Lancet Oncology, 18, 719-731. doi:10.1016/S1470-2045(17)30186-9 486 
31 
 
Torsten, H, Bretz, F., & Westfall, P. (2008). Simultaneous inference in General Parametric Models.   487 
  Biometric Journal, 50, 346-363. doi:10.1002/bimj.200810425 488 
Van Schoors, M., De Mol, J., Laeremans, N., Verhofstadt, L. L., Goubert, L., & Van Parys, H. 489 
  (2018a). Siblings’ experiences of everyday life in a family where one child is diagnosed with 490 
  blood cancer: A qualitative study. Journal of Pediatric Oncology Nursing, 36, 131-142.  491 
  doi:10.1177/1043454218818067 492 
Van Schoors, M., De Mol, J., Morren, H., Verhofstadt, L. L., Goubert, L., & Van Parys, H. 493 
  (2018b). Parents’ perspectives of changes within the family functioning after a 494 
  pediatric cancer diagnosis: A multi family member interview analysis. Qualitative 495 
  Health Research, 28, 1229-1241. doi:10.1177/1049732317753587 496 
Van Schoors, M., Caes, L., Knoble, N. B., Goubert, L., Verhofstadt, L. L., & Alderfer, M. A. 497 
  (2017). Systematic review: Associations between family functioning and child 498 
  adjustment after pediatric cancer diagnosis: A meta-analysis. Journal of Pediatric 499 
  Psychology, 42, 6-18. doi:10.1093/jpepsy/jsw070 500 
Van Schoors, M., Caes, L., Verhofstadt, L. L., Goubert, L., Alderfer, M. A. (2015). Systematic review: 501 
  Family resilience after pediatric cancer diagnosis. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 40, 856 502 
  868. doi:10.1093/jpepsy/jsv055 503 
Varni, J. W., Seid, M., & Kurtin, P. S. (2001). PedsQL 4.0: Reliability and validity of the 504 
  Pediatric Quality of Life Inventory Version 4.0 Generic Core Scales in healthy and 505 
  patient populations. Medical Care, 39(8), 800-812.  506 
Varni, J. W., Seid, M., & Rode, C. A. (1999). The PedsQL: Measurement model for the 507 
  Pediatric Quality of Life Inventory. Medical Care, 37(2), 126-139.  508 
Vrijmoet-Wiersma, C. M. J., van Klink, J. M. M., Kolk, A. M., Koopman, H. M., Ball, L. M., 509 
  & Egeler, R. M. (2008). Assessment of parental psychological stress in pediatric 510 
  cancer: A review. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 33, 694-706.  511 
  doi:10.1093/jpepsy/jsn007 512 
Weber, J.G. (2011). Individual and family stress and crisis: History and definition of 513 
32 
 
stress theory (Part 1). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 514 
Witt, W. P., Litzelman, K., Wisk, L. E., Spear, H. A., Catrine, K., Levin, N., & Gottlieb, C. A. 515 
  (2010). Stress-mediated quality of life outcomes in parents of childhood cancer and 516 
  brain tumor survivors: A case-control study. Quality of Life Research, 19, 995-1005. 517 
  doi:10.1007/s11136-010-9666-9 518 
Yalug, I., Tufan, A. E., Doksat, K., & Yalug, K. (2011). Post-traumatic stress disorder and post-519 
traumatic stress symptoms in parents of children with cancer: A review. Neurology, Psychiatry 520 
and Brain Research, 17, 27-31. doi: 10.1016/j.npbr.2011.02.007 521 
Yang, H. C., Mu, P. F., Sheng, C. C., Chen, Y. W., & Hung, G. Y. (2016). A systematic review of the 522 
experiences of siblings of children with cancer. Cancer Nursing, 39, E12-E21. 523 
doi:10.1097/ncc.0000000000000258 524 
Zegaczewski, T. C., K.., Coddington, J., & Berg, A. (2015). Factors related to healthy siblings' 525 
psychosocial adjustment to children with cancer: An integrative review. Journal of Pediatric 526 
Oncology Nursing, 33, 218-227. doi:10.1177/1043454215600426 527 
  528 
33 
 
Table I. Background Characteristics of the Study Sample 
  Demographic variable   
Families  N    115 
  Age ill child, mean (SD)  6,60 (4,84) 
  Sex ill child, boys, n (%)  69 (60%) 
 
 Diagnosis, n (%) 
Acute lymphoblastic leukemia 
(ALL) 
85 (73,9%) 
   Acute myeloid leukemia (AML) 8 (7%) 
   Chronic myeloid leukemia (CML) 2 (1,7%) 
   Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma 20 (17,4%) 
 
 
Time since diagnosis in months (SD; 
Range) 
 
6,90 (8,05; 0 – 33)  
  Family status, n (%) Married/Co-habiting 100 (87%) 
   Divorced 8 (7%) 
   Single parent 3 (3%) 
   Stepfamily 4 (3%) 
Participating  Ill child N  60 
Family members1  Sex, boys, n (%)  34 (56,7%) 
  Age, mean (SD)  9,90  (3,76) 
 Parents N   172  
  Sex, men, n (%)  73 (42%) 
  Age, mothers mean (SD)  37,58 (6,31) 
  Age, fathers mean (SD)  40,18 (6,46) 
 Siblings N  78 
  Sex, boys, n (%)  37 (47,4%) 
  Age, mean (SD; range)  10,82 (4,92; 5-25) 
1 Note that only the characteristics of the participating family members are summarized 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables. 
  Patient  Mother  Father  Sibling 
  M SD Range  M SD Range  M SD Range  M SD Range 
Cancer Appraisal  18.81 5.31 8-28  21.03 6.55 9-39  17.97 6.28 5-32  20.82 6.19 10-36 
Family Functioning Family Relation Index 56.22 7.91 37-68  53.76 7.99 28-68  52.66 7.78 26-68  54.82 8.04 37-68 
 Family Structure Index 54.09 7.73 39-68  49.68 7.55 20-64  49.34 8.41 18-64  51.06 8.34 35-65 
Cancer-related Emotions Loneliness 5.91 3.63 1-14  7.82 6.81 0-30  5.34 5.13 0-22  5.49 4.70 0-18 
 Uncertainty 5.65 3.78 0-15  8.88 4.26 0-18  7.40 3.82 0-15  7.29 5.56 0-24 
 Helplessness 12.87 4.70 1-23  13.36 4.67 3-21  11.23 4.51 1-21  13.37 5.14 1-21 
 Positive Emotions 8.85 3.50 3-16  9.11 3.30 2-18  7.56 3.36 0-15  4.56 2.26 0-9 
Quality of Life  69.94 13.76 35 - 95  12.62 6.56 2 -34  10.88 6.04 0 -30  73.44 14.99 35-95 
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 Table 3. Final models for the associations between family functioning, cancer appraisal and cancer-related emotions 
1 Note that only 48 children could be included in the analyses, due to the age restrictions of some of the questionnaires (FES and PSS)  
2 Obtained by fitting a second model, including the subscales of the FES, instead of the FRI and FSI. 
 Loneliness (N = 220; 20 patients, 
28 siblings, 99 mothers, 73 
fathers)1 
Uncertainty (N = 220; 20 patients, 28 
siblings, 99 mothers, 73 fathers )1 
Helplessness (N = 220; 20 patients, 28 
siblings, 99 mothers, 73 fathers )1 
Positive feelings (N = 220; 20 patients, 
28 siblings, 99 mothers, 73 fathers )1 
B 95% CI p value B 95% CI p value B 95% CI p value B 95% CI p value 
Variables of interest             
FES – FRI -.15 [-.25, -.05] .003* -.03 [-.10, .03] .34 .001 [-.08, .08] .98 -.17 [-.36, .02] .07 
Cohesion2 -.05 [-.58, .48] .85 -.02 [-.40, .37] .93 .03 [-.41, .47] .90 -1.46 [-3.19, .28] .10 
Expressiveness2 -.49 [-.84, -.13] .008* -.19 [-.45, .08] .17 -.07 [-.37, .24] .67 -.83 [-1.69, .03] .06 
Conflict2 .02 [-.29, .33] .88 -.06 [-.27, .16] .61 -.10 [-.35, .14] .40 .006 [-1.30, 1.31] .99 
FES – FSI -.006 [-.10, .09] .90 .03 [-.03, .09] .40 .07 [-.003, .15] .06 -.004 [-.06, .06] .91 
Organization2 -.16 [-.54, .21] .40 -.13 [-.40, .14] .36 .02 [-.30, .33] .92 .88 [-1.03, 2.79] .37 
Control2 .006 [-.39, .40] .98 .19 [-.10, .48] .20 .20 [-.13, .53] .24 -.20 [-1.52, 1.11] .76 
FES – Norms2 -.05 [-.42, .32] .79 .10 [-.18, .37] .49 .28 [-.03, .59] .08 .40 [-.66, 1.46] .46 
FES – Social orientation2 -.31 [-.62, .01] .06 .06 [-.16, .29] .58 .07 [-.19, .32] .62 -.52 [-1.34, .30] .22 
PSS – Cancer Appraisal .48 [.37, .58] <.001** .40 [.33, .47] <.001** .38 [.29, .46] <.001** -.03 [-.10, .04] .43 
Control variables             
Family member (Mother 
vs. Patient)  
-1.85 [-4.34, .64] .15 2.47 [.50, 4.45] .02* -.33 [-2.61, 1.94] .77 -.79 [-2.78, 1.20] .44 
Family member (Father 
vs. Patient) 
-.78 [-3.40, 1.84] .56 2.04 [-.02, 4.10] .05 -.04 [-2.42, 2.34] .97 -1.98 [-4.01, .04] .06 
Family member (Sibling 
vs. Patient) 
-2.72 [-5.29, -.15] .04* .60 [-1.40, 2.60] .56 1.56 [-.70, 3.82] .18 -5.37 [-7.48, -3.26] <.001** 
Diagnosis  
(AML vs. ALL) 
.31 [-2.93, 3.56] .85 .05 [-1.87, 1.98] .96 -.38 [-2.59, 1.83] .74 1.37 [-.58, 3.32] .17 
Diagnosis  
(CML vs. ALL) 
1.37 [-4.57, 7.31] .65 2.81 [-.31, 5.93] .09 -.43 [-3.94, 3.08] .81 .14 [-3.15, 3.43] .93 
Diagnosis  
(Non Hodgkin vs. ALL) 
1.39 [-1.04, 3.82] .27 -.05 [-1.44, 1.33] .94 -.60 [-2.18, .98] .46 .85 [-.56, 2.26] .24 
TSD -.04 [-.13, .05] .39 -.08 [-.14, -.03] .005* -.13 [-.19, -.06] <.001** .04 [-.02, .10] .22 
# Children -.18 [-1.08, .72] .70 .16 [-.37, .70] .56 -.28 [-.89, .33] .37 -.06 [-.60, .49] .84 
Family situation (single 
parent vs. stepfamily) 
3.11 [-4.08, 
10.30] 
.40 -1.11 [-5.16, 2.95] .59 -.61 [-5.26, 4.03] .80 1.10 [-3.02, 5.23] .60 
Family situation 
(divorced vs. stepfamily) 
2.52 [-2.97, 8.02] .37 .42 [-2.74, 3.57] .80 -.67 [-4.28, 2.95] .72 .50 [-2.71, 3.70] .76 
Family situation (married 
vs. stepfamily) 
2.50 [-1.84, 6.84] .26 .11 [-2.34, 2.56] .93 -.46 [-3.26, 2.35] .75 .57 [-1.92, 3.06] .66 
Age (of ill child at 
diagnosis) 
-.22 [-.41, -.02] .03* .01 [-.10, .13] .82 .07 [-3.26, 2.35] .33 -.14 [-.26, -.02] .03* 
Sex (female vs. male) 2.38 [-.07, 4.82] .06 -.24 [-2.19, 1.70] .81 1.04 [-1.20, 3.28] .36 .46 [-1.27, 2.19] .60 
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Table 4. Final models for the associations between family functioning, cancer appraisal and reported quality of life 
 QoL mothers and fathers (N = 157; 90 
mothers, 67 fathers) 
QoL patients and siblings (N = 48; 20 
patients, 28 siblings)1 
B 95% CI p value B 95% CI p value 
Variables of interest       
FES - FRI .26 [.12, .39] <.001** .04 [-.46, .55] .86 
Cohesion2 .15 [-.66, .95] .72 -.48 [-2.94, 1.96] .70 
Expressiveness2 .73 [.16, 1.30] .01* .14 [-1.32, 1.62] .85 
Conflict2 -.42 [-.85, .006] .06 .17 [-1.35, 1.71] .82 
FES - FSI -.03 [-.17, .10] .62 -.26 [-.74, .24] .32 
Organization2 -.24 [-.77, .29] .37 -.33 [-2.31, 1.64] .74 
Control2 .12 [-.49, .73] .69 -.87 [-2.60, .87] .34 
FES - Norms2 .31 [-.27, .88] .30 1.26 [-.38, 2.90] .14 
FES - Social orientation2 .30 [-.16, .77] .20 2.30 [.79, 3.81] .006* 
PSS - Cancer Appraisal -.27 [-.42, -.12] <.001* -1.46 [-1.97, -.94] <.001** 
Control variables       
Family member (Father 
vs. Mother) or (sibling vs. 
patient) 
1.26 [-.41, 2.94] .14 12.18 [6.44, 17.93] <.001** 
Diagnosis (AML vs. 
ALL) 
.28 [-3.54, 4.11] .89 -19.30 [-39.00, .39] .08 
Diagnosis (CML vs. 
ALL) 
5.47 [-5.71, 16.65] .34 -11.93 [-31.84, 7.99] .26 
Diagnosis (Non Hodgkin 
vs. ALL) 
.64 [-2.35, 3.64] .67 -19.73 [-13.59, -7.87] .004* 
TSD .08 [-.04, .21] .19 .56 [.09, 1.03] .03* 
# Children -1.21 [-2.36, -.06] .04* -1.40 [-5.50, 2.71] .51 
Family situation (single 
parent vs. stepfamily) 
6.68 [-6.21, 19.57] .31 10.16 [-17.43, 37.74] .48 
Family situation 
(divorced vs. stepfamily) 
4.81 [-8.17, 17.80] .47 -16.72 [-40.24, 6.79] .18 
Family situation (married 
vs. stepfamily) 
1.24 [-4.90, 7.38] .69 -3.23 [-22.05, 15.58] .74 
Age (of ill child at 
diagnosis) 
.08 [-.16, .32] .51 1.76 [.47, 3.04] .01* 
Sex (female vs. male)3    5.04 [-1.09, 11.16] .12 
1 Note that only 48 children could be included in the analyses, due to the age restrictions of some of the questionnaires (FES and PSS) 
2 Obtained by fitting a second model, including the subscales of the FES, instead of the FRI and FSI. 
3 Note that sex was redundant and was thus left out of the model assessing quality of life for mothers and fathers, since the variable Family member (father vs. mother) was 
identical in this case. 
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Table 5. Mean scores for cancer appraisal (PSS scores), family functioning (FES subscale scores), cancer related emotions (SSERQ subscale scores) and 
quality of life (standardized PedsQL and MMQ scores) for the different family members. 
  
 
Patient 
M (SD) 
Mother 
M (SD) 
Father 
M (SD) 
Sibling 
M (SD) 
Cancer appraisal  18.81 (5.31) 21.03 (6.55) 17.97 (6.28) 20.82 (6.19) 
Family Functioning Cohesion 56.17 (5.32) 51.55 (7.66)  53.03 (7.21)  53.79 (6.65) 
 Expressiveness 52.52 (7.78) 53.06 (9.15) 51.37 (10.05) 52.73 (7.97) 
 Conflict 44.52 (11.92) 45.26 (9.47) 47.25 (10.11) 45.33 (10.25) 
 Organization 54.61 (6.97) 49.56 (8.35)  50.10 (10.24) 49.76 (8.87) 
 Control 51.78 (7.93) 49.44 (7.60) 48.18 (7.97) 51.76 (8.66) 
 Norms 53.09 (5.54) 48.88 (7.46) 50.48 (6.48) 52.91 (5.22) 
 Social orientation 48.35 (11.62) 48.64 (11.45) 48.38 (9.76) 51.18 (10.03) 
Cancer-related  Loneliness  5.91 (3.63) 7.81 (6.81) 5.34 (5.13) 5.49 (4.70) 
emotion Uncertainty 5.65 (3.78) 8.88 (4.26) 7.40 (3.82) 7.29 (5.56) 
 Helplessness 12.87 (4.70) 13.36 (4.67) 11.23 (4.51) 13.37 (5.14) 
 Positive Emotions 8.85 (3.50) 9.11 (3.30) 7.56 (3.36) 4.56 (2.26) 
Quality of Life 
(standardized) 
 -0.13 (0.95) -0.11 (1.03) 0.16 (.95) 0.11 (1.03) 
 
 
